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- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS. 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER. FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 1 33). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 )S Responsive to communlcation(s) filed on 28 June 2007 . 
2a)S This action is FINAL. 2b)n This action is non-final. 

3) 0 Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 10-19 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) 13 Claim(s) 15 and 18 is/are allowed. 

6) IEI Claim(s) 10-14 and 16 is/are rejected. 

7) ^ Claim (s) 17 and 19 is/are objected to. 

8) n Claim{s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) S The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) 0 The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)[3 accepted or b)n objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

1 1) n The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12) 0 Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)n All b)n Some * c)^ None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. n Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. n Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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Detailed Action 

Claims 10-19 have been examined. 

Claims 17 and 19 have been objected to as containing allowable subject matter, yet 
dependant upon rejected base claims. 
Claims 15 and 18 are allowable. 
Claims 10-14 and 16 have been rejected. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed June 28, 2007 have been considered but are moot in view 
of the new.grounds of rejection. 

Specification/Abstract 
The abstract of the disclosure does not commence on a separate sheet in accordance 
with 37 CFR 1 .52(b)(4). A new abstract of the disclosure is required and must be 
presented on a separate sheet, apart from any other text. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which fomns the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1 . Claims 1 0-1 2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Tsai ('196) in view of Hosaka (US Patent 4,532.594). 

2. As per claim 10, Tsai ('1 96) discloses a method for monitoring program execution 
in a microcomputer, comprising the steps of: 

executing, by the microcomputer, a program including processing input data and 
generating first output data (column 9 lines 38-41); 

executing a copy of the program with the input data intended for the program and 
generating a second output data, the copy being stored in a different address area than 
the program in the microcomputer (see abstract, there are multiple copies of a target 
program and user-specified variables are compared between the copies); and 

comparing the second output data from the copy with the first output data from 
the program and generating an error message if the second output data from the copy 
do riot match the first output data from the program (see abstract, on a mismatch a new 
copy of a program is restarted from a previous checkpoint). 
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Tsai ('196) does not expressly disclose the system for use in a sensor circuit for sensing 
at least one operating parameter of a motor vehicle. 

Hosaka ('594) teaches a vehicle engine control system that uses redundant processors 
for backup operation while measuring and displaying various vehicle driving information 
(column 1 lines 29-37). 

At the time of invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art 
to modify redundant program system such that it is used for a vehicle sensor circuit as 
disclosed by Hosaka ('594). This modification would have been obvious because error 
detecting and tolerance within such a sensor system allows for continued safe operation 
of the vehicle (Hosaka ('594), end of abstract). 

3. As per claim 11, Tsai ('196) in view of Hosaka ('594) discloses the method of 
claim 10, further comprising the step of further executing the copy for processing 
prescribed test data and generating third output data from the prescribed test data, 
comparing the third output data generated from the prescribed test data with 
comparative data stored in a memory, and generating an error message if the third 
output data generated from the prescribed test data do not match the comparative data 
(Tsai CI 96) column 8 lines 43-45, at each breakpoint each backend reports preselected 
variable values to the front end for comparison. Considering that there are three copies 
of the target program, one per backend machine, upon the second breakpoint and 
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variable comparison, the second copy of the target program generates a third output 
data from the second copy of the program). 

4. As per claim 12, Tsai ('196) in view of Hosaka ('594) discloses the method of 
claim 10, further comprising the steps of one of setting or changing a respective flag 
following the execution of program portions of the program, and generating an error 
message if not all the flags have been set or changed following the execution of the 
program (Tsai ('196) column 10 lines 58-61, each set breakpoint is a flag, and when the 
breakpoint is not reached by the target program a error is declared). 

5. Claims 13-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Corrie (US Patent Application Publication 2003/0233635) in view of Hosaka ('594). 

6. As per claim 13 Corrie ('635) discloses a method for monitoring the program 
execution in at least two interconnected microcomputers (paragraph 1 1 , master and 
slave processors), comprising the steps of: 

generating, by one of the microcomputers, a request which is transmitted to the 
other microcomputer (paragraph 11); 

using, by the other of the microcomputers, prescribed input data to prompt the 
execution of a program in response to receipt of the request (paragraph 11); 
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returning, by the other of the microcomputers, a response which is dependent on 
the input data to the one of the microcomputers (paragraph 1 1 , the unit for receiving 
and unit for comparing are associated with the master processor); 

comparing, in the one of the microcomputers, the request and the response with 
one another (paragraph 1 1 , the unit for receiving and unit for comparing are associated 
with the master processor); and 

generating an error message if the request does not match the response 
(paragraph 30). 

Corrie ('635) does not expressly disclose the method wherein the two interconnected 
microcomputers are in a sensor circuit sensing at least one operating parameter of a 
motor vehicle. 

Hosaka ('594) teaches a vehicle engine control system that uses redundant processors 
for backup operation while measuring and displaying various vehicle driving information 
(column 1 lines 29-37). 

At the time of invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art 
to modify redundant program system such that it is used for a vehicle sensor circuit as 
disclosed by Hosaka ('594). This modification would have been obvious because error 
detecting and tolerance within such a sensor system allows for continued safe operation 
of the vehicle (Hosaka ('594), end of abstract). 
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7. As per claim 14, Corrie ('635) in view of Hosaka ('594) discloses the method of 
claim 13, wherein the program is a copy of another program that performs a function of 
the other of the microcomputers (as shown in Corrie ('635) Figure 1 , the master and 
slave processors are remotely located. Also see Corrie ('635) paragraph 39). 

8. Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Corrie 
('635) in view of Hosaka ('594) and in further view of Alderson (US Patent 5,347,649). ' 

Corrie ('635) in view of Hosaka ('594) discloses the method of claim 13. Corrie ('635) in 
view of Hosaka ('594) does not disclose the method of claim 13, further comprising the 
steps of one of setting or changing, within the other of the microcomputers, a respective 
flag in a flag register following the execution of program portions of the program, and 
generating an error message if not all the flags have been set or changed following the 
execution of the program. 

Alderson ('649) teaches a system that traces program functions and consolidates the 
trace information from each function into a single block (see abstract and figure 1). 

At the time of invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art 
to modify the program monitoring system disclosed by Corrie ('635) in view of Hosaka 
C594) such that program tracing is performed and the traced data consolidated into a 
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single block. This modification would have been obvious because tracing allows a 
programmer to closely follow and analyze the state of a system around the time of a 
fault (Alderson ('694) column 1 lines 12-15) while the consolidation allows for multiple 
functions to be ordered according to a global event timeline (Alderson ('694) column 2 
lines 13-16). 

Wikipedia's Memory Hierarchy provides an overview of different kinds of memory in 
terms of their relative speeds and their implementations in modern CPUs. 

At the time of invention it would have been further obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art to modify the program monitoring system disclosed by Corrie ('635) in view of 
Hosaka ('594) and Alderson ('649) such that the traced data is stored in a register. This 
modification would have been obvious because CPU registers are the fastest form of 
memory (see Memory Hierarchy). 

Finally, the examiner takes official notice that it would be obvious to modify the system 
disclosed by Corrie ('635) in view of Hosaka ('594), Alderson ('649) and Wikipedia's 
Memory Hierarchy such that a error message is generated if tracing is not completed. 
An error message feature is well known in the art and especially appropriate in view of 
the "trace complete" message provided by Alderson ('649) (column 5 lines 29-32). See 
also the reference, Wikipedia's Error Message. 
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Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Contact Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Joseph Schell whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
8186. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 9AM-4:30PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Scott Baderman can be reached on (571) 272-3644. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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SUPERVISORY FWENT EXAMINER 



